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CHURCH RELATIONS 


A statement issued by 
THE ANGLO-CATHOLIC COUNCIL 


representing 
The Church Union, the Confraternity of the Blessed Sacrament, 
the Guild of All Souls, the Federation of Catholic Priests, and 
the Guild of Servants of the Sanctuary. 


At a public meeting on January goth, the Archbishop ot 
Canterbury said : - 
* The Anglican Communion, with its fellowship of Churches, has 
a special responsilility at this time in the world. We have no 
doctrine of our own-—we only possess the Catholic doctrine of the 
Catholic Church, enshrined in the Catholic Creeds, and those creeds 
we hold without addition or diminution. We stand firmon thatrock.”’ 


We believe this statement to represent the fundamental truth 
about the Church of England, as of other Churches of the Anglican 
Communiof&. We are, therefore, unable to assent to the pro- 
cedure outlined in the report—‘ Church Relations in England '’— 
or to the actions frequently taken which blur the distinctions 
between the Church of England and the non-episcopal com- 
munions. 


We could never agree to be in Communion with bodies which 
will not express their faith by the recitation of the Catholic 
Creeds in their worship. 


We are unable to treat the question of the Ministry as if it were 
not involved in the Catholic faith as a whole, and were only a 
question of Church order. We believe that the Church of England 
is committed by her formularies to the acceptance of apostolic 
authority for the threefold Order of Bishops, Priests, and 
Deacons ; and that no other form of Ministry can be regarde ‘d 
as the equiv alent of this. 


We cannot agree that Confirmation should be regarded as an 
optional rite, which may or may not be accepted before ad- 
mission to Holy Communion at our altars. 


We believe that either the reunion of, or intercommunion 
between, the Church of England and a body that remained 
wholly or partly non-episcopal in its Ministry, would. involve 
discarding the theological basis of episcopacy to which the 
Church of England is committed. i 


We do not believe that unity is furthered by holding joint 
services in churches, by inviting nonconformist preachers to 
occupy our pulpits, or by proposals for intercommunion with 
non-episcopal bodies. In many cases services have been held 


and proposals made which go far beyond both the letter and the. 


spirit of the Regulations atepemrocatian made in 1943. 


IMPORTANT 


The General Election having been fixed for October 25th, it 
has been decided to cancel the High Mass at All Saints, Margaret 
Street, and the meeting at the Kingsway Hall which the C ie 


had planned to hold on that day. 
Fresh arrangements will be made and announced next month. 


Those who have already bought tickets will be able to use them 
for this later meeting. 
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POINTERS 


The Statement on Church Relations issued by the Anglo- 
“Catholic Council, which we print in full on page 17, is an important 
document to which we draw special attention. 


The publication of the Report * Church Relations in England "’ 
. Hearly a year ago has done a great deal to lift the discussions on 
reunion between the Church of England and the non-episcopal 
bodies on to a new level; it might even be said that it has lifted 
the problem of reunion out of the mists and confusion which have 
for thirty years reduced it to a state of chaos. This has been 
effected, not by any merits of the document, but by the reaction, 
long growing, which it has provoked into expréssion. 


ed 


The reaction of the non-episcopal bodies, acting in independence 
of one another, has been virtually unanimous. It has taken the 
form of an uncompromising assertion that in reuniori*discussions 
doctrinal differences do exist and do matter, and that it is being 
increasingly realized that no * Church’ must conceal or sacrifice 
its own essential *Churchmanship’”’. The way of compromise 
and ambiguity can only bring strife, division and disintegration 


into the bodies which are uniting. ; 


The Statement issued by the Anglo-Catholic Council is a 
declaration of fundamental Anglican Principle. It is no party 
statement, it is a statement of Anglican Churchmanship which 
would be as heartily welcomed by the Church of Ireland as by 


English Anglo-Catholics. ss 


Its significance lies in the time at which it appears. It says 
nothing new, nothing that has not been said again and again 
during these thirty years of controversy, But its apt quotation 
of the words of the Archbishop of Canterbury with which it opens, 
and its application of those words to the problem of reunion as | 
it stands to-day, especially in the context of Nonconformist 
opinion, give it a force and finality which make it not merely the 
affirmation of united Catholics but of simple ésséfitial Anglicanism 


from which there can be no departure. i 


W. B. O'BRIEN, S.S.J.E. 


| 
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THE DEFENCE CHURCH PRINCIPLES 


Is it necessary to have a Council for the Defence of Church 
PTINCIBES 7 Could it not be safely left to the Church of England 
asawhole? After all, if people continue as Anglicans, one might 
suppose that it is because they feel more or less strongly about 
those principles which make the Church of England different 
from the Methodists, for example. “And as we are well represented, 
numerically, on all the Joint Committees discussing these things, 
we should feel confident that as Anglicans they would put for- 
ward the Anglican position with conv ction. If they are Bishops, 
we should be assured by the knowledge that at their Consecration 
they vowed “ to banish and drive away all erroneous and strange 
doctrine contrary to God's word, and both privately and openly 
to call upon and encourage others to the same’. If that is to 
make sense, it can only be upon the assumption that there ts no 
doctrine expressed in the Prayer Book which is thought by 
Anglicans to be contrary to God’s word. If they are Priests, 
they have made much the same vow at their Ordination. Why 
then should Church Principles need a Council to defend them ? 

There are two reasons why the Council is necessary. The 
first is that Church Principles are being, or are in danger of being, 
sacrificed in a way which is not always apparent. The second 
is that we seldom hear of any stress being laid on Church principles 
as the Church of England holds them, but, more and more fre- 
quently, of ** parties "’ within the Church of England, and of the 
principles that they hold or do not hold, 


THe HippEN SAcrIFICE OF PRINCIPLES 


Let us consider the first reason in greater detail. “It is fre- 
quently said in reports that no one will be required-to make any 
sacrifice of principle. But then follow certain proposals which 
have the appearance of respecting the principles of both sides, but 
have the effect of a one-sided sacrifice of principles---by the 
Church of England. Some examples from the negotiations 
leading up to the formation of the united Church of South India, 
although they do not directly concern us, will serve to illustrate 
the method. 


In the matter of the Creeds, for example, there was on one 
side the Church of England in the particular dioceses, holding 
the Creeds as a definite statement of doctrine. On the other 
side were Nonconformists, some of whom thought highly of the ~ 
Creeds, perhaps even used the m, but they were not part of their 
‘ official’ teaching or worship. Others of them thought very 
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little of parts at least of the Creeds. And so the result was a half- 

way state, it was thought, in which the Creeds were accepted and 

some quite nice things satd about them. -But-assent to them in, 

every particular was not to be insisted on, and teasonable liberty 

of interpretation was to be allowed. Now this is not a half-way 

position between Anglicans and Nonconformists. It is a charac- 
teristically Nonconformist view of the Creeds, as things which may 

be valued quite highly—in general, but not insisted upon in 

detail. That is to say, the only principles which were in that ——_ 
‘case sacrificed were Anglican ones. If it is replied that many 
Anglicans did not believe all the articles of the Creed, even some 

of our bishops, our answer is that in that respect at least they 

were bad Anglicans, and that the only standard of faith known 

* officially "’ to the Church of England is that implied by the 

words * all this | steadfastly believe "’ of the articles of the Creed. 

But this is where the first reason overlaps the second, which we 

must leave until later. 


NONCONFORMISTS AND EPISCOPACY 


Let us consider another example from suggestions male about 
Church relations in this country. It is said that if Nonconformists 
were to take episcopacy into their systems’ the Church of 
England might be able to enter into some degree of intercom- 
munion with them,.within certain limits, one of which would be 
_that Nonconformists were-free to maintain relations of inter- 
communion with non-episcopal bodies, for, it is said, ** this 
principle is as important to the Free Churches as the acceptance 
of episcopacy is to Anglicans’. Let us try and form a * balance 
sheet '’, as it were, setting against one another, the sacrifices of 
principle, if any, made by each side. 


Nonconformists are to receive an episcopate, consecrated 
through Bishops of the historic episcopal churches. That looks 
like a sacrifice of Nonconformist principle to begin with; until 
we look more closely and see that it is not said that they are to 
believe. anything particularly about episcopacy or. priesthood. 
They are not to be required to believe that an episcopally ordained 
minister is necessary for the celebration of the Holy Eucharist, 
forexample. In fact it is made clear that as a matter of princtple 
they insist on being free to communicate with non-episcopal 
bodies. Now this means that there has been no sacrifice of Non- 
conformist principle at all. All that is suggested is that certain 
Bishops—in the necessity of whose office they need not believe-—- == 
should lay hands on some of their ministers, a process which they 
are free to believe may achieve nothing of any necessary value, 
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and that they shall then be called “ Bishops '’—without believing 
that they have altered the character of their ministry in the | 


slightest. 

Anglicans on the other hand are expected to be ready to accept 
this, and be ready to change their beliefs about the Holy Sacra- 
ment now to be celebrated by the new ** Bishops '’-who may not 
even be required to intend to do what Anglicans are to suppose 
they are doing—namely, consecrating the Bread and Wine to be 
the Body and Blood of Christ. That is to say they are to be 
expected to surrender every characteristically Anglican principle 
they hold about the nature of the ministry and'the ridture of the 


Sacrament, unless thescomment in the Derby Report “it is. 


assumed that the Free Church and the Church of England would 
accord to each other the same liberty of interpretation of the 
nature of episcopacy and of priesthood as obtains in the Church 


of England ” is carefully worded to mean “ no more liberty of 


interpretation than ‘ officially ’ obtains in the Church of England ”’. 
At first sight the sense seems to be that of “no less’. We could 
show that there is very little liberty of interpretation about these 
things in the language of the Prayer Book. 


We could multiply examples of this kind from the various 
reports being issued at the moment. In all of them we could 


‘demonstrate the same thing at work—the sacrifice of Anglican 


principles and the retention of Nonconfoermist ones. Over Con- 
firmation, for example, it is acknowledged that Anglicans regard 
it as necessary, Nonconformists as unnecessary. “ Therefore,” 
it is suggested, * Let us call it * desirable’, let us express the 
hope that it will in due course come to be generally (i.e. not 


particularly ?) used in the Free Church ’’. And this is put for- 


ward, supposedly, as a compromise pleasing to both sides and 
sacrificing no one’s principles. In fact the Anglican principle is 
sacrificed, whereas Nonconformist principles remain inviolate. 
They are still free to gqon calling Confirmation unnecessary as 
they do at the moment, though some of them even now are pre- 


pared to call it a good thing, on certain grounds. 


And therefore there can be no half-way stage between the 
two, without the sacrifice of Anglican principles. There is no 
sacrifice possible to the Nonconformist except on two grounds; 
either that affecting his relations with other Christian. bodies, 
or that requiring~-the whole-hearted acceptance of all that is 
implied by the Anglican doctrines of the Creed, the Sacraments 


and the Ministry. 
L. F. CHApp. 


(To be concluded.) 


22 


| 

| 


CHURCH UNION IN. NORTH INDIA 
(Concluded) 


BELIEVER’S BAPTISM 


Another important point on which this Scheme differs from the 
South India Scheme is the provision for what is known as * Be- 
hever’s Baptism "’. Those who conscientiously object to infant 
baptism will be free to have their children dedicated only in 
infancy, and not baptized until they come to years of discretion. 


In this matter.the North India Scheme agrees with the Cey lon : 


Scheme, and in both cases the provision for ** Believer’s Baptism "’ 
is made to meet the requirements of the Baptists, who were not 
included in the South India Scheme. 

The whole subject of Christian Initiation is receiving careful 


consideration at the present day. The evil of * indiscriminate 


baptism "’ 1s widely recognized, and there may be sound reasons 
in many cases for deferring the sacrament until there is some 
assurance of a Christian up-bringing. But one wonders what 
would be the effect of making provision in the formularies of the 
Church for those who’ conscientiously object” to infant baptism. 


The Church in India ts beset by fanatical *‘ Pentecostals ’’, who 


teach Indian Christians that the baptism that they received in 
infancy was a meaningless form, and urge them, sometimes suc- 
cessfully, to undergo * Believer’s Baptism '’. The permission for 
‘* Believer’s Baptism " can hardly fail to play into the hands of 
these people by giving the impression that the Church itself is 
doubtful about Infant Baptism. It would unsettle the minds 
of many faithful church people. 

In the Book of Common Prayer there is a direction to the parish 


priest that he shall often admonish the people not to defer the - 


baptism of their infant children. This has always been the An- 
glican tradition, and if it is to be altered, the reasons for doing 
so, and the theological issues involved, should be carefully thought 
out. It should not be done merely to make the Church comfortable 
for Baptists, whose beliefs about the sacraments are not those of 
the Catholic Church. 


METHODIST BISHOPS 


In the North India Scheme a complication arises regarding the 
status of the Bishops of the Episcopal Methodist Church, who are 
not, and who do not claim to be, Bishops in the historic succession. 


23 


| 

| 
| 
| 


7 


Anglicans could not accept these Methodist Bishops as equivalent 
to their own, and no agreement was reached as to how they could 
be brought into the historic suceession.: The question was remitted 
to a meeting of a few Bishops of the Church of India, burma and 
Ceylon, and four Methodist Bishops. we 

In some respects the North India Scheme is an improvement 
on the Scheme adopted in South India, In borrowing from the 
South India Scheme, some of the more objectionable passages 
concerning the Faith and the Sacraments have been modified. 
At the Calcutta meeting it was agreed at least to mention Con- 
firmation. But on the whole it must be sorrowfully admitted that 
from the Catholic point of view it contains most of the defects of 
the South India Scheme, and the Church of North India, if it 
comes into existence on the lines indicated in the Basis of Nego- 
tiation, would find the same difficulty in entering into full com- 
munion with the Churches of the Anglican Communion as 1s being 
experienced by the Church of South India. 

In particular, the intention of the “ Uniting Churches ” 
expressed in the * Basis "’, that after union © full communion and | 
fellowship shall be maintained with each of the various com-. 
munions from which they derive’ is a formidable barrier to 
communion with the Anglican Churches, as was made clear in 
the fifth of the “Six Points” of the Lambeth Conference Com- 
mittee. 
~. If the Anglicans of South India had been frankly informed 
that the union into which they were entering would separate them 
from the communion of their Mother Church, they would cer- 
tainly not have accepted it. And with the unhappy situation of 
their brethren in South India before their eyes cut off, against 
their will and contrary to their expectation, from the Churches in 
communion with Canterbury, the clergy and laity of North India 
are not very likely to agree to a Scheme which would land them 
in the same predicament. 

J.C. WILLIAMs, 5.5. 
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